Studying the effects of Doha Development Agenda (DDA) scenarios on income distribution and poverty in Brazil, Ferreira-Filho and Horridge concluded that trade liberalization would benefit the poor: around a quarter of a million persons would leave poverty due to the DDA scenario simulated. Their analysis, however, did not differentiate between the impacts on different farm sizes or on different types of workers in Brazilian agriculture. These impacts can be of considerable interest, due to regional specialization and different technological patterns across regions. This paper addresses these questions more thoroughly.
Poverty in Brazil: an overview
Although Brazil is a large country with many poor people, it is not among the Brazilian poverty also has an important regional dimension. According to calculations by Rocha in a study for the 1981/95 period the richer South-East region of the country, while counting for 44 percent of total population in 1995 had only 33 percent of the poor. For the poorer regions, on the contrary, the share of population is lower than the share of poor: 4.6 percent (9.3 percent of poor) for the North region, and 29.4 percent (44.3 percent of poor) for the North-East region, the poorest region in the country. Table 1 shows more information about poverty and income inequality in Brazil in 2001.
Calculations by Ferreira-Filho and Horridge show that agriculture is an important employment sector for the poorest in Brazil. Using a ten wage class classification and data from the Brazilian Household Survey for 2001 they showed that the lowest wage class accounts for 40% of the total agriculture labor bill, and agriculture accounts for about 41% of wages of the less skilled (lower-waged) workers. Table 2 shows the importance of each broad income source for workers in agriculture, classified by occupation: permanent workers, temporary workers, self employed producers, and employers 1 . For comparison, the first column reports income sources for non-agricultural workers. As Table 2 shows, wages are the main income source for every category. The reported values for employers, however, should be regarded as including the returns from land and capital stocks. The same applies to self-employed workers.
Transfers are an important income source both for self-employed workers and employers. These are mainly retirement pensions, which account for 23% of total income of self employed workers in 2001. The income profile for both permanent and temporary workers in agriculture closely follows that of non-agricultural workers:
wages are 92% to 95% of total income. 
Model closure
Model closure was chosen to mimic the GTAP model that generated the foreign price scenario. On the supply side, total national employment is fixed by occupation, with labor moving freely across sectors. The model allows substitution between occupations, driven by relative wages. Similarly, capital is fixed nationally but is mobile between sectors and regions. Land stocks (used just in Agriculture) are fixed.
On the demand side a fixed trade balance enforces the national budget balance, which is accommodated by changes in real consumption, with investment and government spending fixed. The Consumer Price Index (CPI) is the model's numeraire.
Finally, tax revenue losses due to tariff cuts are replaced: real aggregate revenue from all indirect taxes is kept fixed, via a uniform endogenous change in the power of indirect taxes on sales to households. This mechanism is equivalent to a lump sum tax, of value proportional to each household's spending
The DDA sce nario
The simulated DDA scenario comprises cuts in agricultural tariffs according to a non-linear (two tier) formula with maximum cuts of 75%, cuts in domestic support for OECD agriculture, elimination of export subsidies, and 50 percent proportional cuts in non-agricultural tariffs. In the case of special and differential treatments developing countries were given a 2/3 reduction of the developed countries, while no reduction was imposed for the least developed. the previously unemployed are considered). As a result of this job increase, total income increases by 3.3% in agriculture as a whole, and almost half of this increase (1.42%) is due to workers coming from unemployment and getting new jobs in agriculture 6 .
Simulation results
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[C1] Comentário: AssaExtTables.xls, planilha Renda por BROADFTYP and income class of the household to which the worker belongs can be seen in Table   4 . New jobs in agriculture help the poor (top left Table 4 ), while rising land rents benefit agricultural employers (last column), who are mostly landowners 7 . Richer employers benefit proportionately more (bottom right) since more of their income arises from rents. The aggregated result is an increase in income for every agricultural worker type, and a decrease in income for non-agricultural workers.
Since the PNAD includes data for land holdings (hectares owned) the following question can be addressed: do owners of large (area) farms benefit more than small farm owners? Table 4 shows that owners of larger farms do indeed benefit more: the larger farmers group in the richest household would get an 8.2% income increase. Bu t other farmers also gain, regardless of their land holding. Even the poorest landless group enjoy a 6.17% income increase (Table 9 ).
However, area of land owned is not closely correlated with income class. It is apparent from Table 4 that there are employers (mostly landowners) in every household income class. Indeed, the PNAD shows that 13.3% of farmers owning less than 25 ha fall in the lower 5 income groups while 55.2% of these farmers belong to the two highest income groups --even though 25 ha is a small farm area by Brazilian standards. Behind this lies a regional distinction: poorer farmers with big farms are concentrated in the north of Brazil, and richer farmers with small farms in the south and southeast.
More regional information can be seen in tables 5 and 6. choices. And, interesting enough, the share of permanent workers tends to be higher where the share of employers is also higher 9 .
Regional differences in farm size concentration can be seen in Table 6 . As it can be seen, states where the farm income is dominated by large farms are mainly the center-west states, where important part of the modern grain and livestock production is concentrated, and some other states in the north (Acre) and northeast (Rio Grande do Norte and Paraiba). On the other hand, in the state of Santa Catarina (south), for example, all reported farmer income come from farmers with land area up to 100 ha, and 75% up to 50% 10 . Tables 7 and 8 shows simulation results for regions. And, finally, the gains according to household income class and farm size can also be seen in Table 9 . As it can be seen, the simulated DDA scenario would entail a 6.17% income increase for agricultural (land less) workers in the lowest income class (POF[1]), a gain almost as high as those observed for large farmers (above 250 ha).
The gains would increase with farm size: the larger farmers group in the ric hest household would get an 8.2% income increase. But results from Table 4 and Table 6 show that they wouldn't be the only ones to gain. In aggregated terms the income of all occupations inside agriculture would increase, and farmers would gain regardless their land area 11 .
Conclusions
The simulated DDA scenario, which was found to be poverty-reducing in previous work by the authors, is shown to also reduce poverty inside Brazilian agriculture. Despite the regional differences, all the players in agricultur e seem to gain from the policy change. There are complex region/product/technology interactions to be taken into account, and no simple pattern emerges from the analysis.
Model results, then, contradict the notion that only landlords would gain from trade liberalization in the DDA agenda, an idea that became somewhat popular recently. The strong agricultural employment effect and the distribution of land ownership must be taken into account for this discussion. agriculture receives no production subsidies. With fixed land endowment, the earnings of the employers (land owners) increase more than the wage of the workers, who just receive the value of their marginal product as wages. Whether the income of self-employed should be linked also to land rents, is open to discussion. Many of these workers are not land owners, but land renters. In this case, the owner would get the land rent, not the self employed, who would tend to get just the cost opportunity of labor.
